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causes. One might hare expected, after the seafectiyig
and unfair delineation of the extraverted type, a sin*Ug*r*
thoroughness of description for the introvert Why is it
not forthcoming ?
Let us suppose that Jordan himself is upon the side
of the introverts, It would then be intelligible that a
description like the one he gives to his opposite type with
such pitiless severity, would scarcely be acceptable. I
would not say because of a lack of objectivity, but rather
for lack of discernment of his own shadow. How he
appears to his counter-type, the introvert cannot possibly
know or imagine, unless he allows the extravert a privileged
recital of it, at the risk of being obliged to challenge him
to a duel Just as little as the extravert is disposed to
accept the above characteristics without more ado, as a
benevolent and striking picture of his character, is the
introvert willing to receive his characteristics from an
extraverted observer and critic. For it would be just
as depreciatory. As the introvert, who tries to get hold
of the nature of the extravert, invariably goes wide of the
mark, so the extravert who tries to understand the other's
inner mental life from the standpoint of externality is
equally at sea, The introvert makes the mistake of always
wanting to relate action to the subjective psychology of the
extravert, while the extravert can only conceive the inner
mental life as a product of external circumstances. For
the extravert an abstract train of thought must be a
phantasy, a sort of chimera, when an objective relation
is not in evidence. And as a matter of fact introverted
braln-weavings are often nothing more. At all events a
lot could be said of the introverted man, and one could
draw a shadow portrait of him neither less complete nor
unfavourable than that which Jordan in his earlier section
drew of the extravert.
Jordan's observation that the pleasure of the introvert

